Message

From: Calvino, Maria Soledad [Calvino.Maria@epa.gov]

Sent: 10/4/2018 12:15:48 AM

To: Fairbanks, Brianna [Fairbanks.Brianna@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Due today 10/3 - Legal Review - responses to Media Inquiry from the Verge
Thank youl

Soledad Calvino

Fress Gificer | Office of Public Affairs

W&, Environmental Protection Agency | Region 8
cabvino mara@ens.goy

Office 415,972.3512 | Mobille 415.697.628%

From: Fairbanks, Brianna

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 5:15 PM

To: Calvino, Maria Soledad <Calvino.Maria@epa.gov>

Subject: RE: Due today 10/3 - Legal Review - responses to Media Inquiry from the Verge

I'm heading home, but | see no reason for further legal review.

Brianna Fairbanks
Attorney/Advisor

EPA Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3907

From: Calvino, Maria Soledad

Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 4:36 PM

To: Manzanilla, Enrique <BManzanilia. Enrigue@epa.gov>; Miller, Amy <Miller. &my@spa.zov>; Fairbanks, Brianna
<Fairbanks. Brianna@epa.gov>

Cc: LEE, LILY <LEE LY@ EPA GOV>; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt lohni@ena.gov>; Herrera, Angeles

<Herrera Angsles@epa.gov>; Harris-Bishop, Rusty <Harris-Bishop Rusty @ spa.gov>; Zito, Kelly <ZITOKELLY@ERPA GOV>
Subject: Due today 10/3 - Legal Review - responses to Media Inquiry from the Verge

Importance: High

Dear Brianna,
Many thanks to you, Angeles, John Chesnutt, Kelly Zito, Jackie Lane, and Lily for your reviews and comments. Below is a
revised version for your further legal review.

Dear Enrigque and Amy,
Kelly and Angeles asked me to send this draft language below in response to The Verge inquiry. If anyone has further
comments, please send them to both me, Lily and Brianna.

Q1. I understand that the EPA told the Navy in 2017 that 90 percent of the work TetraTech did in Parcel B was
suspect, and 97 percent in Parcel G was not reliable, as well. Is my interpretation of those numbers, from this letter
correct?

hitps/fwww.neerorgfassets/docs/epadd 9 18 EPA comment summane.pdi?eTvpe=EmailBlasiContent&eld=71b4778
2-1448-4683-8sc-e89u82 FddTced
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Response: EPA, DTSC, and CDPH found signs of potential falsification, data manipulation, and/or
data quality concerns that call into question the reliability of soil data in 90% of the total suspect soil
survey units in parcel B and 97% of suspect survey units in Parcel G. Please see this link to EPA’s
findings from our independent review of Parcels B and G soil testing

data: hitps:/semspub.epa.goviwork/G9/100006302 ndf

Q2. Is that the latest assessment? Have those numbers been updated? For example, have other parcels been assessed
by the EPA?

Response: Here is a link to EPA’s evaluation of soil testing data from Tetra Tech EC Inc. in Parcels D-
2, UC-1, UC-2, and UC-3: https://semspubepa.goviwork/09/1 00006302 pdf

Q3. CDPH says that EPA conducted "conducted a radiological survey of Parcel A in 2002."

(hitps:/ fwww cdph.casoy/Programs/CER/DRSEM/CDPHY 200D ooument % 200 brary/RHE/ Environment/Final¥% 20Huntery
%2 0Point%20-% 2 0Parcel % I0ATIH 20-%2 D%ummary, pdf). Can you tell me more about that survey? How was it
conducted, and what were the results? Why, then, are folks asking for Parcel A to be checked again — and how did
the scan miss material like that radium-painted dock marker reportedly found at parcel A?

(hitns:/ Awww stchronicle com/bavares/articie/Radicactive-obiect-found-near-homes-at-Hunters-13228476.0hn)

Response: In 2002, EPA conducted a radiological scanner van survey of Parcel A and navigable roads
on other parts of the shipyard. All of the anomalies detected during the scan were attributable to natural
occurring sources at levels consistent with what would normally be found in the environment. The
radiological scanner van survey gave information related to certain types of potential radiological
exposures closer to the surface; it did not address all types of radiation potentially present or deeper
locations of contamination. The scanner van survey is also subject to other limitations listed in the
attached report, e.g. only limited locations were accessible, asphalt would have shielded some gamma
radiation, etc.

The deck marker was found at the bottom of a hillside, near the boundary of Parcel A, not in the area
that EPA previously scanned. In addition, after the Navy transferred Parcel A to the City/County of San
Francisco, considerable earthmoving changed the surface of the property. The areas that EPA originally
scanned are no longer the surfaces where current residents live.

Q4. Why are the EPA's numbers re: unreliable work so much larger than the Navy's? Is the shipyard safe for the
community living in Parcel A, or the rest of the Bayview Hunters Point community living next door?

Response: In regards to the discrepancy in the percentages, EPA’s assessment of the data included
looking more closely for signs of potential data quality problems in addition to signs of potential
falsification. For example, EPA recommended resampling when data were missing or when different
data collection methods did not produce consistent results.

Based on the work done and history of the site, we do not believe anyone living or working at Hunters
Point faces any health risk. For the entire site, over the past decades, EPA and the state have been
monitoring radiological conditions on an ongoing basis to ensure the safety of the surrounding
community. For example, we have been reviewing radiological data collected by a variety of
contractors from air monitors (both upwind and downwind), groundwater samples, and fence line

scans. Environmental regulators have also done independent radiological testing in some locations, such
as hand scans, collecting swipe samples, and analyzing duplicate soil samples in independent
laboratories.

On Parcel A, the State of California Department of Public Health (CDPH) has almost completed new
gamma scans in the location where current residents live and has thus far not found harmful levels of
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radiation that could expose residents. CDPH did find one Navy ship’s deck marker. Due to its location
and level of radiation, the object was not causing harm to residents or workers.

The concerns we have about Tetra Tech EC Inc. would not impact the health of current residents in
Parcel A or the surrounding community. The areas under question are enclosed under protective covers
or inside locked buildings in secured parts of the site. We believe that these measures, routine
monitoring described above, and other protections, including dust controls, are protecting the
community as our investigation and clean-up activities proceed.

Q5. What are the EPA's concerns about the Navy's plans to retest the site, and is the EPA satisfied the Navy is
addressing those concerns?

Response: Here are links to EPA’s comments on Navy drafts of Work Plans to retest the site on March
26, 2018, (htips://semspub.epa pov/work/09/ 100009179 ndf) and August 14, 2018,
(hitps://semspub.epa.gov/work/09/100009276.pdt). The Navy expects to release a revised Work Plan
for Parcel G in October 2018. EPA will review that draft to evaluate the Navy’s responses to our
comments.

Soledad Calvino

Press Officer | Office of Public Affairs

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 9
catvine mariafepa.goy

Office 415.972.3512 | Mobile 415.697.6289
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